Purpose -The purpose of this paper is to explore how the organizational recovery response to other-customer failure influences the affected customer's level of satisfaction, unfavorable word-of-mouth (WOM), and repurchase intentions toward the firm. Design/methodology/approach -Two experimental studies: 2 (complaint versus no complaint) £ 3 (employee effort (EE): high versus low versus no) £ 2 (compensation versus no compensation) were used to test the research hypotheses in a restaurant context. Findings -In cases of other-customer failure, the outcome valence (failure discontinues versus continues) influences how complainants and non-complainants rate their perceptions of satisfaction and subsequent behavioral intentions toward the firm. Customers who perceive that there has been good EE made to help solve the problem of other-customer failure give higher service evaluations than those who perceive little or no EE. Additionally, there are insignificant differences in the rating of satisfaction, repurchase intention, or negative WOM from customers in the latter group. Offering compensation is not a cure-all. It has the strongest effect on non-complainants in the low EE scenario. Practical implications -Service managers need to design well-balanced organizational recovery systems in terms of the outcome of recovery (i.e. compensation) and the way in which the recovery process is delivered (i.e. EE) to the affected customers in response to other-customer failures. Since the influence of compensation on service evaluations is largely dependent on customer perceptions of employee-effort, providing employees with the appropriate problem-solving skills for working with both problem-causing customers and the problem-affected customers is a key issue for service marketers in cases of other-customer failure. Originality/value -The paper examines the importance of the as yet under-researched issue of how organizational recovery responses to other-customer failure influence a customer's service evaluations of the firm.
Introduction
In many service environments, customer dissatisfaction with the consumption experience is derived, at least partially, from the misbehavior of other customers. Bitner et al. (1994) , for example, collected 700 incidents from customers of airlines, hotels, and restaurants. They found other-customer misbehavior to be the source of 22 percent of the dissatisfactory incidents. More recently, Grove et al. (1998) in their investigation of the antecedents of both satisfying and unsatisfying incidents that occurred at Florida theme parks, concluded that other customers were responsible for the smallest proportion (14.09 percent) of satisfying events, but the largest proportion (30.95 percent) of dissatisfying events. This problem customer group may be even larger in industries in which the customer has greater input into the service delivery process.
What are the specific behaviors of that give rise to dissatisfaction? Examples of frequently mentioned misbehavior include: talking loudly, breaking into line, unruly children, smoking, drunkenness, verbal and physical abuse, and so on (Grove and Fisk, 1997; Huang, 2008; Martin, 1996; Martin and Pranter, 1989) . Other-customer failure is said to happen when any action by another customer has a negative impact on one's own service experience (Huang, 2008) .
Several studies have shown that unsatisfactory customer-to-customer encounters reflect negatively on the customer's global evaluation of the service firm (Huang, 2008; Hui and Bateson, 1991; Grove and Fisk, 1997; Grove et al., 1998; Guenzi and Pelloni, 2004; Martin, 1996; Moore et al., 2005; Raajpoot and Sharma, 2006) . Martin (1996) , in his survey of restaurants and bowling alleys, found that negative other-customer public behavior diminished customer satisfaction with the firm. Harris and Reynolds (2003) reported that the dysfunctional customer behavior lessened the extent of one's loyalty and satisfaction toward the service organization. Martin and Pranter (1989) thus suggested that service firms should actively engage in "compatibility management," the process of attracting a homogeneous clientele to the service environment, then actively managing both the physical environment and customer interactions, to minimize the frequency of dissatisfying customer-to-customer encounters. However, little is known about what service firms could or should do to mitigate the affected customers' dissatisfaction when other-customer failure does occur.
Improving customer satisfaction is an important goal in business today. The aim of this study is to explore how the recovery response to other-customer failure influences the affected customers' level of satisfaction, negative word-of-mouth (WOM), and repurchase intentions toward the firm. This will not only assist marketers to build a better recovery strategy when other-customer failure occurs, but also makes a broader contribution to the service literature, by providing insight into interpersonal relationships in customer-to-employee encounters in response to other-customer failure.
Other-customer failure For more than 20 years, negative interaction between customers in the service setting has been noted as an important aspect of the service encounter. A number of terms have been used in studies exploring and describing customers' detrimental manners: Bitner et al. (1994) use the term "problem customers," Lovelock (1994) uses the word "jaycustomers," Fullerton and Punj (1997) use the label "consumer misbehavior," and Reynolds (2003, 2004) use the phrase "dysfunctional customer behavior."
Extant research on dysfunctional customer behavior can be grouped in into three distinct streams. The first includes different types of dysfunctional customer behavior. Zemke and Anderson (1990) grouped a typology of five "customers from hell," comprising abusive egocentrics, insulting whiners, hysterical shouters, dictators, and freeloaders. Bitner et al. (1994) identified four problem customer behaviors, from the JOSM 21,2 employees' perspective, in their examination of 774 critical service encounters. These were drunkenness, verbal and physical abuse, breaking company policies or laws, and uncooperative customers. Harris and Reynolds (2004) noted eight fundamental types of jaycustomer behavior in their look at the hospitality industry, including compensation letter writers, undesirable customers, property abusers, service workers, vindictive customers, oral abusers, physical abusers, and sexual predators.
The second stream is related to motives, antecedents, and consequences of dysfunctional customer behavior. For example, Fullerton and Punj (1993) showed the main drivers of deviant customer behavior to be the consumer's traits and predisposition which includes demographic, psychological, and social influences. Harris and Reynolds (2003) and Wu (2007) explored the downstream effects of dysfunctional customer behavior. They noted that customer misbehavior had significant negative effects on fellow customers' service evaluations.
The third stream comprises the fellow customer's psychological response process to dysfunctional customer behaviors. For example, Raajpoot and Sharma (2006) reported that mood, expectations, and perceived control over outcome were the three most important factors influencing perception of incompatibility in customer-to-customer interactions. Huang (2008) discovered that controllability attributions, firm responsibility, severity of other-customer failure, and perceived employee effort (EE) all contribute to the evaluation process underlying customer dissatisfaction in cases of other-customer failure.
While there have been a number of studies related to the typology of dysfunctional customer behavior, and the causes and outcomes of dysfunctional customer behavior, little is known about what service organizations should do to relieve the affected customers' unpleasant feelings when they suffer from other-customer misbehavior. Our goal is to fulfill this gap, focusing on recovery after a service deficiency (or failure) caused by the dysfunctional other customer. In this study, we prefer to use more pertinent term other-customer failure, which refers to actions by another customer, whether intentional or unintentional, that disrupts one's service experience.
Complaints versus non-complaints
Some customers choose to voice their complaints and seek redress from the firm after experiencing other-customer failure, whereas others simply do nothing (Stephens and Gwinner, 1998) . A number of studies have shown that the most dissatisfied customers do not complain following a failure (Stephens and Gwinner, 1998; . Instead, they switch providers and express dissatisfaction by advising others to do the same (Singh, 1990) . Why are such customers reluctant to complain? According to Hirschman (1970) , customers make a mental judgment of whether "it is worth complaining" or "it is not worth complaining" based on their simultaneous assessment of the probability of success, the effort it takes to complain, and the value of the product or service involved. In other words, a dissatisfied customer's decision to voice a complaint rather than defecting to a competitor depends, in part, on his or her own estimation of the probability of achieving a positive outcome. The questions that arise include: "should a service firm encourage customers to complain when they suffer from other-customer misbehavior?" and "are these complainers more or less satisfied than customers who do not complain?"
Other-customer failure Bolfing (1989) found that 67 percent of the complainers in her study engaged in negative WOM, but only 45 percent of non-complainers voiced negative comments to others. In agreement with these findings, Halstead (2002) found negative WOM to be more common among customers who voiced complaints. Voorhees et al. (2006) found that customers who chose to complain indicated higher levels of negative affect and perceived regret, and were less satisfied, as well as less likely to repurchase in the future than those who did not complain. It is assumed the effects in case of other-customer failure would be similar:
H1. Customers who voice their complaints about other-customer failure to the service employee are (H1a) less satisfied with the firm, (H1b) less willing to repurchase, and (H1c) more likely to engage in negative WOM than those who do not complain.
Nevertheless, it has been strongly and paradoxically argued that dissatisfied customers should be encouraged to voice their complaints and seek redress, because this provides the firm with an opportunity both to make amends and to correct root causes of the service failure (defined as service performance that falls below a customer's expectations) (Blodgett and Anderson, 2000; Grönroos, 1990; Voorhees et al., 2006) . From a management viewpoint, the questions remain as to how firms should best deal with other-customer failure so as to satisfy both the complainants and non-complainants, and what is the impact of organizational recovery responses on service evaluations in these cases? Service recovery involves actions taken by service providers in response to service failures. Previous studies have consistently shown the importance of service recovery in achieving customer satisfaction in a service deficiency situation Smith et al., 1999; . Thus, in this study, this is used as the theoretical basis to provide insight into the factors that influence a complainant or non-complainant's post-recovery service evaluations in cases of other-customer failure.
Organizational recovery response
It is suggested in the service recovery literature that there are two dimensions critical to successful service recovery: outcome and process McCollough et al., 2000) . The outcome of the service recovery refers to the tangible result delivered to a dissatisfied customer (i.e. what is delivered), while the process of service recovery refers to the manner in which the service firm handles the problem during the course of service recovery (i.e. how it is delivered). There is a tendency to look at recovery evaluations from the perspective of justice (McCollough et al., 2000; . According to justice theory, there are three dimensions of perceived justice that influence how customers evaluate the fairness of a service recovery: procedural, distributive, and interactional justice (IJ) (Blodgett et al., 1997; Smith et al., 1999; . Procedural justice (PJ) involves the processes, policies, and rules by which recovery effort decisions are made. IJ reflects the way in which the customer is treated during the service recovery (Smith et al., 1999; . In other-customer failure recovery situations, PJ is related to the speed with which the customer misbehavior is corrected or complaints are handled by the service staff, whereas IJ is related to the perceived helpfulness, courtesy, and empathy of the service employees. In short, both JOSM 21,2 PJ and IJ are related to how the recovery effort is delivered and are thus closely linked to customer perceptions of EE made in response to other-customer misbehavior (i.e. service recovery process). Distributive justice (DJ) reflects the perceived fairness of the tangible outcome of the service recovery (i.e. the service outcome). Blodgett et al. (1997) and have shown that compensation (in the form of discounts, coupons, free gifts, and so forth) is the most important recovery strategy impacting customer perceptions of DJ.
To sum up, there are two dimensions to organizational recovery responses included in this study: process (EE) and outcome (tangible compensation). We argue that the post-recovery satisfaction and subsequent behavioral intentions of complainants and non-complaints are dependent, in large part, on their perceptions of EE to find a solution to the other-customer failure, and to the compensation that the firm offers to make up for their bad feelings and loss. Specifically, we expect to see interactive effects between these variables.
Perceived EE
Perceived EE refers to the amount of energy a customer believes an employee has invested on their behalf (Huang, 2008; Mattila and Patterson, 2004; Mohr and Bitner, 1995; Specht et al., 2007) . Though the firm may view the behavior of other customers as uncontrollable, consumers tend to consider the firm's management of their guests and their guest's behavior as an important component of the service process, which affects their overall service evaluations. Bitner et al. (1990) found that customers often refer to EE when describing highly satisfying or highly dissatisfying service encounters. For example, when customers carried the impression that an employee did nothing to respond to potential disruption (e.g. "The hotel staff did nothing to deal with the people noisily partying in the hall at 3 am"), they tended to feel more dissatisfied. Conversely, when the customer carried the impression that the employees actively exerted a great deal of effort in response to potentially disruptive others (e.g. "the manager kept an eye on the obnoxious guy at the bar, to make sure that he did not bother us."), they felt more satisfied. These findings clearly suggest that when other-customer failure occurs (or might occur), customers expect the service employees to keep the disruptive customer(s) from disturbing others. In other words, a customer's evaluation of the service is not only affected by the other-customer misbehavior, but also by the employee reaction.
To sum up, when customers experience other-customer failure, and they perceive EE to be high to correct this problem, they are more satisfied, less likely to indulge in negative WOM, and more willing to come back. Conversely, when customers suffer from other-customer failure but perceive a low (insufficient) or even lack of EE to help solve the problem, then these customers become more dissatisfied, more likely to indulge in negative WOM, and less likely to offer future patronage. We therefore propose that:
H2. Customers who carry the impression that there is more EE exerted to help solve the problem of other-customer failure will have (H2a) higher satisfaction, (H2b) greater repurchase intentions, and (H2c) lower negative WOM than those who carry the impression that there is little or no EE. Additionally, for customers in the low and no EE perception category there are insignificant differences in the rating of (H2a) satisfaction, (H2b) repurchase intention, and (H2c) negative WOM.
Other-customer failure
Offering compensation after other-customer failure Employee impact on customer satisfaction is not limited only to their behavior during the other-customer failure incident. How they interact with the affected customers may also have a significant effect on satisfaction. It is suggested that compensation should be made to accommodate the irate customers (Wirtz and Mattila, 2004) . Bitner et al. (1990) confirmed that some tangible redress for a customer's loss would be remembered as more highly satisfying despite the initial deficiency in service delivery. Hoffman et al. (1995) investigated service failures and recovery in the restaurant industry. They found that compensation had a negative effect on defection rates (percentage of people indicating that they would no longer patronize that restaurant). Davidow and Leigh (1998) showed that compensation had a positive effect on repurchase intentions and a negative impact on WOM activity. Smith et al. (1999) , in their study of the restaurant and hotel industries, reported a significant relationship between compensation and service encounter satisfaction. Nevertheless, offering compensation is not a universal antidote. It has been noted that compensation is less effective in increasing satisfaction when the recovery process is rated poorly. For example, in one study, Blodgett et al. (1997) utilized a scenario where tennis shoes wore out too quickly. They inquired into three levels of compensation: full exchange, 50 percent discount, or a 15 percent discount. They found that respondents receiving less than full compensation (discount of 50 or 15 percent) but who were treated with respect and courtesy were more likely to make future purchases and less likely to engage in negative WOM than respondents who received a full exchange but were treated rudely. Subjects in Tax et al.'s (1998) study also reported that poor interpersonal treatment lessened the positive effect of compensation. McCollough et al. (2000) showed that passengers felt they were being "bought off" when gate agents provided high levels of compensation, without a corresponding level of empathy and understanding. To sum up, the extant literature seems to suggest that when the customer perceives a lack of EE, the compensation is not viewed as sincere, which in turn may result in even greater customer dissatisfaction.
On the other hand, it seems likely that there may be a ceiling effect in even the best recovery process (Wirtz and Mattila, 2004) . In other words, when the customer perceives EE to correct other-customer failure to be high, compensation may not be needed for them to obtain satisfaction and/or significantly enhance satisfaction. A logical conclusion to this line of thought is that compensation should have the strongest impact on customers who perceive a medium level of EE (the operationalization of "low EE" condition in our study). Furthermore, we argue that it is more effective to offer compensation to non-complainants than complainants. There have been several studies offering some insight into the reasons for this.
Recovery disconfirmation predicts that service recovery expectations do influence post-recovery perceptions (McCollough et al., 2000) . In other words, the lower the expectation of recovery, the more positive the recovery disconfirmation is. This is the case because customers may not be expecting compensation from other-customer failures about which they have not complained. Unexpected compensation may thus lead to positive disconfirmation, and increased satisfaction with the firm. In addition, signaling theory suggests that customers may view voluntary recovery responses as cues that a firm is focused on customer service and concerned about their well-fare, thereby increasing their loyalty to that firm (Kirmani and Rao, 2000) . In line with these JOSM 21,2 reasoning, we predict that offering compensation will have a greater impact on the service evaluations of non-complainants than complainants (in the low EE condition). Taken together, we formulate the following hypothesis:
H3. Offering compensation will be more effective at (H3a) increasing satisfaction, (H3b) increasing repurchase intention, and (H3c) lessening unfavorable WOM for non-complainants in low EE situations. Conversely, offering compensation will be less effective at (H3a) increasing satisfaction, (H3b) increasing repurchase intentions, and (H3c) diminishing unfavorable WOM for complainants and non-complainants in the high (ceiling effect) and no EE situations.
Study 1
Research design A 2 (complaint versus no complaint) £ 3 (EE: high versus low versus no) £ 2 (compensation versus no compensation) between-subject experimental design was used to test our predictions. Subjects were asked to read a written scenario describing an incident of other-customer failure in a restaurant. The scenario method is appropriate because it allows for greater control over many conditions, removes unmanageable variables that are present in field conditions, and saves time by summarizing events that might otherwise unfold over days or weeks (Bitner, 1990) . In contrast, asking subjects to recall actual other-customer failure and recovery incidents (retrospective-type method) leads to increased response bias due to memory lapses and rationalization (Smith et al., 1999) .
A restaurant context was chosen as appropriate for this study since real-life dysfunctional customer behavior is common in this industry (Harris and Reynolds, 2003) and interpersonal customer-to-employee encounters in response to other-customer failure are easily observed in a restaurant.
Sample selection and procedures
Consumers at a large-sized shopping center in Taiwan were recruited as volunteers. Advertisements were posted on bulletin boards at each entrance. Volunteers were offered a small gift (about US$5 in value) for participating. The surveys were run on a Thursday, Friday, and Saturday, so that both weekday and weekend consumers could be polled. Each respondent was given a survey kit consisting of a questionnaire and a randomly chosen scenario. The instructions asked participants to imagine themselves as the consumer in the scenario. At the end of the survey, respondents were asked to complete some demographic information.
A total of 300 individuals took part in the survey. Of these, eight responses were eliminated from the analysis due to incomplete data and guessing the purpose of the survey. The 292 remaining responses were divided into 12 treatment groups, ranging in size from 23 to 25. The average age of participants was 37.8 years; 116 (39.7 percent) of the respondents were male, 176 (60.3 percent) were female; and the average working experience was ten years. Of the participants, 55.7 percent had a college degree or higher; and 78.4 percent reported that they had been bothered by other customers in a restaurant, in a way that was very similar to the story used in our scenarios.
Stimuli development
In the scenario, it was stated that the participant was dining with a friend in a quiet restaurant. However, they became irritated by some other loud noisy patrons. In the Other-customer failure complaint scenario, the participant complained about the other patrons' behavior to the frontline employee, whereas in the no-complaint scenario no complaint was made. Next, a description of the frontline employee's effort (high, low-or none) to curb the noisy behavior of the other patrons was provided. Effort was demonstrated by varying degrees of employee persistence, or time spent, in trying to resolve the problem (Mohr and Bitner, 1995) . In the high-effort scenario, the frontline employee promptly approached the problem customers and asked them three separate times to keep their voice down, in an attempt to keep the environment tranquil, whereas in the low-effort scenario, the frontline employee was slower to approach the problem customers and asked them only once to keep their voices down and soon left their table. In the no-effort scenario, no frontline employee action was mentioned. In other words, the employees did nothing to help solve the problem.
The peaceful atmosphere was restored after the other customer's noise ceased. In some scenarios, compensation was offered by the restaurant manager. In the compensation scenario, the manger apologized for the other-customer failure and offered a gift of two mugs as compensation, whereas in the no-compensation condition, there was no apology and no gift. An example of the restaurant scenarios can be seen in the Appendix.
Manipulation checks
A four-item, seven-point Likert scale, adapted from Mohr and Bitner (1995) , was employed to capture the participants' perceptions of EE (Cronbach's a ¼ 0.77). The statements related to perceptions of EE were as follows: "the employee exerted a lot of energy," "the employee did not spend much time trying to resolve this situation," "the employee did not try very hard," and "the employee put a lot of effort into this situation." The high-effort group received a mean rating of 5.62, the low-effort group a mean rating of 2.96, and the no-effort group a mean rating of 2.56, F(2, 289) ¼ 224.06, p , 0.001. The contrast between the three levels was significant ( p , 0.05 in all cases).
For the complaint/no complaint against other-customer failure, 85 percent of those who received the complaint scenarios, and 92 percent of those who received the no-complaint scenarios were able to correctly identify the content after reading the scenario (as to whether or not they voiced their complaints to the frontline employee). Similar results were found in the cases of compensation/no compensation: 90 percent of those who received an apology and free mugs, and 87 percent of those who did not received any apology or mugs were able to correctly identify the content (as to whether or not compensation was offered). Taken together, these results suggest that our manipulations were perceived as intended.
Measures
All multiple-item scales in this study were measured on a seven-point Likert scale. Satisfaction with the service provider's handling of other-customer failure was measured on a two-item scale (Wirtz and Mattila, 2004) : "how did you feel about the restaurant on this particular occasion?" and "how satisfied were you be with the company's handling of the incident caused by other patrons?" (r ¼ 0.80). Negative WOM intention was measured by the answer to the following three questions (Wirtz and Mattila, 2004) : "given what happened, how likely would you be to complain to your friends and relatives about this restaurant," "given what happened, how likely would it be that you tell your friends and relatives not to eat at this restaurant?," and "how likely would it be that you warn your friends and relatives not to eat at this restaurant?" (unlikely/likely) (Cronbach's a ¼ 0.72). The repurchase intentions measure included the following three items (Wirtz and Mattila, 2004) : "because of what happened, I will never go to this restaurant again," "If this situation happened to me, I would never go to this restaurant again," and "given what happened, I would visit this restaurant again" (Cronbach's a ¼ 0.87).
Several additional measures were included to ascertain whether the experimental procedures worked as intended. These included measures of how realistic the scenario was, how easy it was for respondents to imagine themselves in the role of the customer, and what they thought the purpose of the research was. In addition, to assess potential confounds caused by demand artifacts that might result from the different scenarios, perceived severity of other-customer failure was measured using a three-item scale (Hess et al., 2003) : "the noise caused by other patrons was a severe/minor/significant service problem" (Cronbach's a ¼ 0.90).
Validity of the experimental procedures
Analysis showed that participants found the scenario to be realistic and the role-playing easy. The mean rating for scenario realism was 5.63 (with seven indicating "extremely realistic"). When asked to rate how easy it was to imagine themselves as the customer on a seven-point scale, the mean rating was 5.40. There was no significant difference ( p . 0.05) in terms of the realism and ease of role-playing among the different treatment groups.
Respondents were asked to evaluate the severity of the other-customer failure. This was done to check whether there were differences in the perceptions of failure magnitude between the groups, which might confound the results. A 2 £ 3 £ 2 ANOVA testing was then conducted with perceived severity of other-customer failure as the dependent variable. The analysis revealed that there was no significant difference in the respondents' severity perceptions for complaints, EE, and compensation. Table I . Because the three dependent variables, satisfaction, negative WOM, and repurchase intentions are correlated (Table II) , the use of one MANOVA is more appropriate than the use of separate ANOVAs for each dependent variable (Tabachnik and Fidell, 1996) . In this case, the MANOVA controls the experimental error rate. However, separate ANOVAs still have to be used to find out which variables cause differences among the scenarios.
Results

Cell means are presented in
The MANOVA results showed significant main effects for complaints (Wilks' lambda ¼ 0.94, p , 0.001), EE (Wilks' lambda ¼ 0.70, p , 0.001), and compensation (Wilks' lambda ¼ 0.92, p , 0.001). No other interactions were significant ( p . 0.1 in all cases). Although none of the possible two-or three-way interactions among the factors were significant, follow-up univariate analyses revealed significant interaction for the one three-way interaction for satisfaction and one two-way interaction for repurchase intentions. These interactions provided initial evidence of differentiation for the survey conditions. The data were then subjected to separate analyses to test each specific hypothesis.
H1. Testing for the main effects of complaints showed a significant main effect on three dependent variables ( p , 0.05). Thus, when customers voiced their complaints Other-customer failure about other-customer failure to the service provider, they were less satisfied with the restaurant (M ¼ 3.82 versus 4.17), less likely to offer future patronage (M ¼ 3.91 versus 4.48), and more likely to indulge in negative WOM (M ¼ 4.03 versus 3.47) than those who did not voice their complaints. Therefore, H1a, H1b, and H1c were supported. H2. Perceived EE had significant main effects on the three dependent variables in the expected directions ( p , 0.001). When consumers perceived employees to exert more effort at solving the other-customer failure problem, they rated their level of satisfaction (M ¼ 4.80 versus 3.79 versus 3.39) and repurchase intention (M ¼ 5.31 versus 3.87 versus 3.40) higher, and negative WOM (M ¼ 2.77 versus 4.04 versus 4.41) lower than when there was low effort or no effort. The difference in ratings for satisfaction, repurchase intention, and negative WOM between the low and no EE cases was insignificant ( p . 0.1). Thus, H2a, H2b, and H2c were supported.
H3. As can be seen in Table III , the complaint £ perceived EE £ compensation interaction had a significant effect on satisfaction, F ¼ 3.56, p , 0.05. The complaint £ perceived EE interaction was significant for repurchase intentions, F ¼ 5.59, p , 0.01. To test H3 directly, we contrasted the means of the "with" and "without compensation" cells for the various scenarios (Table I and Figure 1-3) . As expected, we found significant differences between the "with" and "without compensation" scenarios in the no complaint and low EE cases (M ¼ 4. To summarize, the results of Study 1 showed that customers who voiced their complaints about other-customer failure to the service employees expressed lower levels of satisfaction, repurchase intentions, and higher unfavorable WOM than did those who did not voice their complaints. When customers felt that employees had exerted a great deal of effort to correct other-customer failure, they were more satisfied, more willing to offer repeat patronage and less willing to engage in negative WOM. On the other hand, when customers felt that the employees spent only a limited amount of time and energy on solving the problem, they rated their level of satisfaction, repurchase intention low, and were likely to indulge in negative WOM, similar to those who received no help from the service employees. As expected, offering compensation in low EE scenarios increased non-complainant satisfaction, repurchase intention and decreased their negative WOM intentions. We also found that offering compensation enhanced complainant satisfaction in the high and no EE scenarios.
Thus, far, we have focused on obtaining a favorable service outcome -that is, the problem patron's misbehavior discontinued after the employees' high (or low or no) effort in managing the problem. However, if instead of a favorable outcome there was a negative outcome -that is, the problem patron's misbehavior continued, would be an interesting question from a theoretical point of view. In fact, this is often the case in many real situations. What difference would this make in the ratings of satisfaction and behavioral intentions for complainants and non-complainants? Study 2 was designed to shed further light on our hypotheses in this type of negative situation.
Study 2 Sample and procedures
The stimuli, procedures, and measures employed in Study 2 were very similar to those employed in Study 1. The only difference was that the problem patrons' misbehavior continued to disturb the affected customers until they finished their dinner and Other-customer failure prepared to leave. Data were collected from 279 shoppers at another large shopping center in Taiwan. Participants were assigned one of 12 scenarios: 2 (complaint versus no complaint) £ 3 (EE: high versus low versus no) £ 2 (compensation versus no compensation). Cell sizes ranged from 22 to 25. The average age of participants was 40.3 years; 109 (39.1 percent) of the respondents were male, 170 (60.9 percent) were female; and the average working experience was 13 years. Furthermore, 60.7 percent had a college degree or higher; and 84.2 percent reported they had been bothered by other customers in a restaurant in a way that was very similar to the story used in the scenarios. Other-customer failure
Results
Cell means are presented in Table IV . The MANOVA (Table V) H1. The results were found to be inconsistent with this hypothesis, that is the main effect of complaint on the three dependent variables was insignificant ( p . 0.1 in all cases); there was no significant difference detected between the complainants and non-complainants satisfaction ratings (M ¼ 3.20 versus 3.33), repurchase intentions (M ¼ 3.33 versus 3.66), and negative WOM (M ¼ 4.58 versus 4.35). Thus, H1a, H1b, and H1c were not supported. H2. When perceived EE was the independent variable it was found to have a significant main effect on all three dependent variables ( p , 0.001 in all cases). In other words, when respondents perceived that the employees had exerted great effort in solving other-customer failure, they gave a higher rating to level of satisfaction (M ¼ 4.05 versus 3.04 versus 2.71), repurchase intentions (M ¼ 4.16 versus 3.35 versus 2.99), and a lower rating to negative WOM (M ¼ 3.89 versus 4.64 versus 4.85), than when they perceived low or no effort. Additionally, the difference in the ratings of satisfaction, repurchase intentions, and negative WOM between the low and no EE scenarios was insignificant ( p . 0.1). Therefore, H2a, H2b, and H2c were supported.
H3. To test H3, we contrasted the means of the "with" and "without compensation" groups for the various complaint and perceived EE cells (Table IV) . We found the only significant difference between the "with" and "without compensation" conditions to be for the no complaint with low EE cells (M ¼ 3.86 versus 2.27; t ¼ 3.96, p , 0.001 . These findings suggest that offering compensation had the strongest effect on non-complainants in the low EE scenario. Therefore, H3a, H3b, and H3c were supported.
General discussion
Findings from prior marketing research show that other-customer misbehavior is a major source of customer dissatisfaction and complaints. The goal of the present study is to clarify what service firms and their employees can and should do to minimize the affected customers' dissatisfaction and negative WOM, so as to enhance the customers repurchase intentions toward the firm where the other-customer failure had occurred. Several important findings and contributions related to marketing theory and real-world practices can be drawn. First, the outcome valence (other-customer failure discontinues as opposed to continues) has a strong impact on how complainants and non-complainants rate their satisfaction and subsequent behavioral intentions. Customers who had voiced their complaints expressed lower levels of satisfaction and repurchase intention, and were less likely to indulge in negative WOM than did those who did not voice their complaints if other-customer failure discontinued (favorable outcome in Study 1). In contrast, when other-customer failure continued (unfavorable outcome in Study 2), both complaining and non-complaining customers gave similar low scores for satisfaction, repatronage intentions, and high scores for negative WOM. The effects of outcome valence on consumer service evaluations have been documented in a number of marketing studies Parasuraman et al., 1985) , however, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to highlight the difference that outcome valence makes on service evaluations for complainants and non-complainants in the context of other-customer failure.
Second, although firms might view the misbehavior of other patrons as uncontrollable, our findings show that consumers consider management of other-customer misbehavior an important component of the service process, and this affects their overall service evaluations . When participants felt the employees exerted a great deal of effort to help solve such problems, they felt more highly satisfied, more willing to come back, and less willing to engage in negative WOM. On the other hand, when participants felt that the employees had not made a good-faith effort, they offered low scores for satisfaction and repurchase intention, and high scores for negative WOM, similar to those who did not receive any help from the service employees. These findings are important and should be distinguished from those arrived at in previous studies. In prior research, the different degrees of EE (between high and low) was manipulated and its effect on service evaluations was investigated (Mohr and Bitner, 1995; Sarel and Marmorstein, 1999; Specht et al., 2007) . Our study included "no EE" in the experimental design. This kind of research design not only more accurately reflects real world situations, but also provides more precise information about customer feelings and perceptions when they suffered from other-customer failure and received (high, low-or no) effort from employees.
Third, as hypothesized, our results show that offering compensation is not the cure-all. This conclusion is consistent with previous service failure and recovery research findings (McCollough et al., 2000; Wirtz and Mattila, 2004) . However, our results further indicate that offering compensation was only effective in increasing satisfaction and repurchase intentions, and diminishing negative WOM for non-complainants in the low EE condition. In short, offering compensation had the strongest impact on non-complaining customers who received unsolicited help from the service employees. These findings illustrate that the influence of compensation on post-recovery satisfaction and behavior intentions was largely dependent on customer perceptions of employee-exerted efforts for other-customer failure. When EE was perceived as high, offering compensation seemed to be unnecessary, since it did not further enhance satisfaction and favorable behavioral intentions (a ceiling effect). In addition, when EE was perceived as absent, the positive effect of compensation was lessened, that is it did not increase satisfaction and favorable behavioral intentions toward the firm.
To sum up, in this study we examined the importance of the as yet under-researched issue of how organizational recovery responses to other-customer failure influence a customer's service evaluations of the firm. These findings had not been studied previously, because in much of past work, the focus has been on the antecedents and classifications of dysfunctional customer types (Grove and Fisk, 1997; Harris and Reynolds, 2003) , the negative effect of customer interaction on the service experience and satisfaction (Bitner et al., 1994; Martin, 1996) , and why and how the other-customer's misbehavior influences customer satisfaction toward the firm (Huang, 2008) . The primary contribution of this study to the service marketing literature is that it provides empirical results that shed some light on the responses of both complainants and non-complainants to organizational recovery efforts after the occurrence of an other-customer failure problem. These findings can assist marketers to build better recovery strategies when other-customer failure occurs.
Managerial implications
Several implications for service firms can be drawn from the results of this study. First, our findings suggest that rather than accepting customer-to-customer influences as inevitable, service firms should actively manage customer encounters to ensure that all their customers behave appropriately (Martin, 1996) . In case of other-customer failure, firms need to react immediately, prior to customer complaints. If they fail to correct the problem, both complaining and non-complaining customers become highly dissatisfied, and will likely choose to abandon their service relationships with this firm. Even though complainants may express lower satisfaction and unfavorable behavioral intentions than non-complaints, it is still beneficial to encourage dissatisfied customers to voice their complaints, because this gives marketers an opportunity to make amends, and to identify the root causes of other-customer failure.
Since customer service satisfaction is affected by how employees react to disruptive other-customer situations, training employees with the appropriate problem-solving skills is a key issue for service marketers. This can be done by teaching the employee to show empathy to the affected customer and to be persistent and willing to spend time trying to resolve the problem. In addition, our findings suggest that if EEs in cases of other-customer failure were judged to be insufficient to really help, this aggravated rather than appeased the affected persons. Thus, being perceived as having made a real effort is also critical. Marketers need to design training sessions that can be used to explore ways to improve or modify behaviors that contribute Other-customer failure to the impressions of not making a real effort to serve (Sarel and Marmorstein, 1999) . When a customer believes that the employee has done everything possible to solve an other-customer failure problem, their reaction will be much less negative. It is clear that compensation is not a substitute for a good recovery process. Service managers need to design well-balanced service recovery systems, in terms of both the outcome and the process. An excellent other-customer failure recovery program needs to emphasize both the outcome of recovery (i.e. compensation) and the way in which the recovery process is delivered (i.e. EE).
Future research and limitations
There are numerous opportunities for future research in this area, some of which are made evident by the limitations of this study. For example, to maximize internal validity, hypothetical scenarios rather than an actual consumption experience were used as stimuli and the setting involved only a single service category. In future studies, other categories and a natural setting could be included. Moreover, our data were collected in Taiwan, which raises the question of the transferability of our findings to other cultural regions. The role of culture in the consumer's failure attributions and service recovery perceptions needs to be examined, perhaps with respondents drawn from both individualistic and collectivist cultures. Third, prior evidence suggests that the relative effectiveness of service recovery appears to be situation specific (Ruyter and Wetzels, 2000; Smith et al., 1999) . The failure type or the magnitude of other-customer failure is likely to influence customer evaluations for organizational recovery response. For example, Smith et al. (1999) found that customers prefer to receive tangible compensation in the case of outcome failures -the unavailability of a service (e.g. the unavailability of a reserved hotel room because of overbooking), but an apology and speedy response in the case of process failures -the inadequate delivery of services (e.g. a hotel desk clerk treats a customer rudely during the check-in process). Future research should be done to investigate how the context of other-customer failure interacts with a firm's recovery efforts.
Appendix. Example scenario: complaint, high effort, failure discontinues, and compensation In the following scenario, we are interested in understanding what consumers think about restaurant services. Imagine that the following incident happened to you during your visit to a restaurant. Read the scenario carefully and answer the questions below.
You have decided to go out with your friends for a relaxing dinner on a Friday evening. After entering the restaurant, a hostess seats you near the window. You find the atmosphere in the restaurant to be a perfect blend of comfort and tranquility.
After a short period, your meal is served. While you are enjoying the delicious food and chatting with your friends about work and life, it gradually comes to your notice that your voices are being smothered by loud noise from an adjacent table. There are four rowdy and boisterous young people seated there who do not seem to mind that you and some other patrons are glaring at them.
The noise makes you uncomfortable and you feel that your wonderful night is ruined. You make a complaint to the frontline employee at the counter. Soon after your complaint, a waitress approaches the problem patrons and politely says to them "Sorry, Sirs, but could you please keep your voices down?" The waitress tries three separate times to persuade these patrons to be quieter and finally, the normal peaceful atmosphere of the restaurant is restored.
After dinner, you prepare to leave. As you are paying the bill, the restaurant manager apologizes to you and tells you that, to compensate for your bad experience and inconvenience caused by the noise of the other customers, they would like to offer you two gift mugs.
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